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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTICIPATION IN A CLOTHING

CONSTRUCTION WORKSHOP AND SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

AND SEWING SKILLS OF LOW-INCOME HOMEMAKERS IN

MACON COUNTY, TENNESSEE

by

Madeline L. Henry

ABSTRACT

The major purpose of this study was to determine the influence of

selected characteristics, family patterns, economic standards and clothing

problems of the low-income homemakers in Macon County on their participation

in a clothing construction workshop. Another purpose was to determine changes

in homemakers' sewing skills brought about by attendance at a clothing con-

struction workshop.

One hundred low-income homemakers were studied. Fifty participated in

a clothing construction workshop. The remaining 50 were selected at random

from a list of low-income homemakers, who were not participants in the work-

shop and were used as a comparison group.

Two questionnaires were used to secure data. One questionnaire was

designed to secure information concerning personal, family and other charac-

teristics of low-income homemakers which were thought to influence homemakers'

participation in the workshop. This information was secured through personal

and group interviews.

The other data collection instrument was designed to determine the

degree to which low-income homemakers were able to perform 15 selected sewing

skills. Each homemaker completed this checklist before and after the workshop.

ii



Overall Economic Opportunity Homemaker Aids helped the Extension

Home Agent in securing data. They also provided transportation for low-

income homemakers to attend the clothing construction workshop.

A contingency Table Analysis Program was used to analyze data. This

program computed percentages, chi square values and degree of freedom. Chi

square values which achieved the .05 level were accepted as significant. A

"t" test was used to determine signifirance of differenbes in pre-test and

post-test scores on clothing construction skills.

Major findings of the study were as follows:

1. Participation in the workshop was not influenced by the personal

characteristics (martial status, age, education, family income, husbands'

occupation, place of residence and number of children) of the homemakers,

except type of work performed by the homemakers. Homemakers who worked in

a factory tended not to attend the workshop.

2. Participation in the workshop was influenced by the sources of

homemaking information used by the homemakers. Participants in the workshop

tended to be those who had previously secured homemaking information from

either the Extension Service or the Office of Economic Opportunity. Non-

participants relied primarily upon the Health Department for homemaking

information.

3. Participation in the workshop was influenced by homemakers' knowl-

edge of and involvement in community organizations and in events and activi-

ties. Workshop participants were more active than nonparticipants in church

work, work of the Office of Economic Opportunity and Home Demonstration Clubs

and other community programs.
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4. Ownership of sewing equipment had a significant influence on low-

income homemakers' participation in a clothing construction workshop. Those

homemakers participating owned more pieces of sewing equipment, including

sewing machines, than did the nonparticipants.

5. The skills checklist revealed that low-income homemakers participating

in the workshop made a significant improvement (post-test over pre-test) in

test scores on the 15 clothing construction skills. There was no significant

differences in pre-test and post-test scores by homemakers who did not attend

the workshop.

Implications and recommendations also were made.
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTICIPATION IN A CLOTHING CONSTRUCTION
WORKSHOP AND SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS AND SEWING SKILLS

OF LOW-INCOME HOMEMAKERS IN MACON COUNTY, TENNESSEE

A RESEARCH SUMMARY*

I. PURPOSE AND SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES

Purpose

The major purpose of this study was to determine the relationship

between low-income homemakers' participation in a clothing construction

workshop and their personal characteristics, family patterns, economic

standards and clothing problems. Another purpose was to determine changes

in homemakers' sewing skills as a result of participation in the clothing

construction workshop. It was believed that this information would help

Extension Home Agents plan programs better suited to the needs and

abilities of low-income homemakers.

Specific Objectives

Specific objectives of the study were as follows:

1. To determine the influence of selected personal family and other

characteristics of low-income homemakers on their participation in a clothing

construction workshop.

2. To determine changes in low-income homemakers' sewing skills brought

about by participation in a clotliing construction workshop.

*Madeline Lenora Henry, Extension Agent, Agricultural Extension Service,
Lafayette, Tennessee.

Cecil E. Carter, Jr., Associate Professor, Agricultural Extension Service,
University of Tennessee, Knoxville, Tennessee.

Robert S. Dotson, Professor and Head, Agricultural Extension Education Section,
Agricultural Extension Service, University of Tennessee, Knoxville, Tennessee.
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II. METHOD OF INVESTIGATION

Population and Sample

The population included 256 low-income homemakers living in Macon County,

Tennesse(1. Data were secured from 100 of these low-income homemakers. Fifty

of these were low-income homemakers who attended a clothing construction work-

shop. The comparison group consisted of 50 low-income homemakers who were

invited to participate in the workshop but chose not to do so (nonparticipants).

Collection of Data

Two interview schedules were used to collect data. One was designed to

secure information concerning personal, family and other characteristics of

low-income homemakers which were thought to influence the homemakers' partici-

pation in the workshop. This information was secured through either personal

or group interviews.

The other data collection instrument was designed to determine the degree

to which low-income homemakers were able to perform 15 selected sewing skills.

Both a pre-test and a post-test were completed by workshop participants and

nonparticipants. Pre-tests were completed prior to the workshop and post-tests

were completed following the workshop. Scores on pre- and post-tests were

computed using the following scale to arrive at a score on homemakers ability

to perform each of the 15 skills: Homemakers who felt unable to perform the

skill did not receive any points for that skill; homemakers who felt that they

could perform the skill, but not very well, received a score of one for that

skill; homemakers who felt they could perform the skill adequately (very well)

received two points for the skill. Scores on each of the 15 skills were summed

to arrive at the homemakers' total score.
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Analysis of Data

The completed interview schedules were coded and responses recorded

on data sheets. Data were punched on data processing cards. Twenty-seven

independent variables were identified and used in the analysis. Computations

were made by The University of Tennessee computing center. A contingency table

analysis program was used. This program computed percentages, chi square values

and degrees of freedom. Chi square values which achieved the .05 level were

accepted as significant.

III. SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

Major findings were classified and presented under headings relating the

objectives of the study.

Relationship Between Low-income Homcmakers' Participation in a Clothing

Construction Workshop and Personal Characteristics (See Appendix C, Table I)

Low-income homemakers' workshop participation was not significantly

influenced by the following personal characteristics: (1) marital status,

(2) age of homemaker, (3) educational level, (4) monthly family income,

(5) husbands' occupation, (6) outside source of income, (7) employment of

homemaker, (8) home ownership, (9) place cif residence, (10) number of children,

and (11) number of children living at home.

Participation in the clothing construction workshop was significantly

influenced by the type of work done by the homemaker. Homemakers who worked

in a factory tended not to attend the workshop.
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Relationship Between Low-income Homemakers Workshop Participation and

Sources of Information

1. Low-income homemakers' workshop participation was not significantly

influenced by the availability of mass media (radio, television, magazines

and newspapers) in the home.

2. Low-income homemakers' workshop participation was significantly

influenced by the educational agency (Home Agent, 0.E.O., Health Department)

used as a source of homemaking information. Nonparticipants in the workshop

relied upon the Health Office for this 4.ype of information.

3. Low-income homemakers' participation in a clothing construction

workshop was significantly influenced by the source of information they

considered most helpful. Participants felt that Home Demonstration Clubs

provided the most helpful information. Nonparticipants considered mass

media as their most helpful source of homemaking information.

Relationship Between Low-income Homemakers' Workshop Participation and

Membership in Organizations, Activities and Events (See Appendix C, Table I)

1. Low-income homemakers' workshop participation was significantly

influenced by their participation in community activities. The workshop

participants were more active than nonparticipants in church, 0.E.O.,

community programs and also discussed home improvement with others and had

friends in H. D. C.

2. Low-income homemakers' workshop participation was significantly

influenced by their knowledge of the Extension Office. A greater proportion

of participants than of nonparticipants knew where the office was located and

had visited the Extension Office.
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3. Low-income homemakers' workshop participation was not significantly

influenced by their having been 4-H members or by having children who were

members.

4. Low-income homemakers' workshop participants considered the Homemaker

Aids as the most helpful person and the Extension Home Agent as the second most

helpful. Nonparticipants considered their neighbor as the person providing

most helpful homemaking information.

Relationship Between Homemakers' Workshop Participation and Availability of

Sewing Equipment and Homemakers' Perception as to Their Sewing Skills (See

Appendix C, Table I)

1. Low-income homemakers' workshop participation was significantly

influenced by ownership of a sewing machine. More participants than non-

participants owned machines.

2. Low-income homemakers' workshop participation was significantly

influenced by ownership of small sewing equipment. Participants in the

workshop owned a larger number of small sewing items than did nonparticipants.

3. Low-income homemakers' workshop participation was not significantly

influenced by their own perceptions of their sewing skills. Both groups

felt their sewing skills were not very well developed.

4. Low-income homemakers' workshop participation was significantly

influenced by having previously sewn items of clothing. Participants tended

to be those who had previously sewn fabric items.

5. Law-income homemakers' workshop participation was significantly in-

fluenced by their desire to improve sewing skills. Although both groups had

a desire to improve their sewing skills, a greater proportion of workshop

participants than of nonparticipants indicated a desire to improve.

10
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6. Low- inc ome homemakers' workshop par t ic ipat ion was s igni f icant ly

influenced by amount of money spent on themselves for clothing. Participants

spent more money on themselves for clothing than did nonparticipants.

7. Low-income homemakers' workshop participation was significantly

influenced by the amount of money the family spent on clothing. Participants'

family spent more money for clothing than did nonparticipants.

Relationship Between Homemakers' Participation and Improvement in

Sewing Skills (See Appendix C, Table II)

Pre-test scores on low-income homemakers' ability to perform each of

15 sewing skills were the same for workshop participants and nonparticipants.

Nonparticipants' increase in scores (post-test over pre-test) was 0.09

(from .72 to .81) compared to an increase of .41 (from .72 to 1.13) by workshop

participants.

The "t" test of significance showed that differences in pre-test and

post-test scores made by homemakers on the 15 skills did achieve the .001

level of significance. Nonparticipants' scores on the 15 skills (pre-test

and post-test) did not differ significantly. Homemakers who participated in

the workshop dia improve their clothing construction skills.

Implications and recommendations were also included in the study.
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APPENDIX C

TABLE I

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS AND NONPARTICIPANTS
IN A CLOTHING CONSTRUCTION WORKSHOP FOR LOW-INCOME

HOMEMAKERS IN MACON COUNTY, TENNESSEE

Homemakers' Personal and
Family_ Characteas tics

Workshop Participation
Participants Nonparticipants

0.50
Percents

52
2

30
16

Marital Statusb

Married
Divor ced
Widowed
Single

_0=501

58
8

26
8

100 100
Age of Homemakersb

Under 45 32 20
45-54 18 24
55-64 22 22
65 and over 28 34

100 100
Educational Level b

Under Grade 5 28 26
Grades 5 - 8 50 66
Grades 9 - 10 6 2

Grades 11 and over 16 6

100 100
Average Grade 7.1 6.6

Family Inc ome/Monthb
Under $100 38 36
$100 - 199 34 36
$200 - 299 14 16

$300 - over 4 10
No response 10 2

100 100
Average Income $153 $172

Husbands' Occupationb
No husband 40 48
Farmer 10 8

Laborer 22 16

Professional 4 0
Not employed 24 28

100 100

ap405 (Significant at .05 level)
bpy.05 (Not significant at .05 level)
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TABLE I, Continued.

Homemakers' Personal and
Easily Characteristic s

Work8hpJ Partjcjppt1on
Participants Nonparticipants

01=501 (N=50)

Other Sources of Incomea
Percents

None 36 28

Social Security 30 36

Welfare 14 22
Pension 4 6

Other 16 8

100 100
Employment of Homemaker

b

Full-time 10 12

Part-time 2 2

Not employed 88 86
100 100

Type of Worka
Not employed 88 86
Factory 2 10

0.E .0. Center 6 0

Other 4 4
100 100

Home Ownershipb
Rent 42 28
Own 58 66
Other 0 6

100 100
Place of Residenceb

Farm 38 28
Rural Non-farm 28 30
Urban 32 28
No response 2 4

100 100
Number of Childrenb

Not any 16 34
1 - 4 52 40
5 or more 32 26

100 100
Average Number 3.22 2.48

Number of Children at Home b
Not any 42 58
1 - 4 50 36
5 or more 8 6

100 100

8p<.05 (Significant at .05 level)

bp>. 05 (Not significant at .05 level)

16
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TABLE I, Continued.

Homemakers' Personal and
Family Characteristics

Workshop Participation
Participants Nonparticipants

(N=50) (N=50)

Percents
Sources of Homemaking Information

Have radiob 88 92
Have televisionb 90 92
Have magazinesb 10 12
Have newspaperb 22 18
From 0.E .0.b 98 96
From Health Officea 36 70
From Home Agentb 94 98

Most Helpful Sources of Informationa
Radio 20 38
Television 30 46
Extension publications 10 10
Other publt.:ations 4 0
Home Demonstration Club 32 2
Other 4 4

100 100
Participation in Other Organizations
and Activities

Attend church regularlyb 88 68 I

Visit O.E .0. Center regularlya 90 32 .)

Otherb 66 50 I

Have friends in Home Demonstration Cluba 92 60 I

1

Knowledge of Extension
:I

Had visited Extension Officea 42 4 I

Knew location of Extension Officea 92 64

Four-H Participation
Was a 4-H memberb
Had children in 4-Hb

Children had been in 4-Hb

22 76
26 24
48 52

Persons Most Helpfula
Neighbor 4 40
Home Agent 42 20
Welfare Agent 0 2

Home Economics Teacher 2 4
Health Department Representative 0 2
Homemakers Aid (0 .E .0.) 50 30
Other 2 2

100 100

ap4...05
(Significant at .05 level)

p>05 (Not significant at .05 level)
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TABLE I, Continued.

Homemakers' Personal and
Lamily Characteristirs

Workshop Participation
Participants

(N=50)
Nonparticipants

(N=50)

Own Sewing Machine b
Percents

Electric 50 32
Manual 12 28
Do not own 38 40

100 100
Own Small Sewing Equipmenta

Not any 0 4

1 2 items 18 30
3 - 4 items 14 32
5 or more items 68 34

100 100
Perception of Sewing Skills b

Never used a machine 16 24
Used machine very little 40 38
Use machine not very well 34 24
Use machine very well 10 10

No response 4

100 100
Fabric Items Have Sewn

Clothinga 76 54
Househo ld items b 76 62

Desire to Improve Sewing Skilla
Yes 98 76
No 2 20
No response 4

100 100
Money Spent on Clothing for Self
Last 6 Monthsa

Not any 18 32
$1 - $10 58 50
$11 - $25 16 18

$26 and over 8

100 100
Money Spent on Clothing for Family
Past 6 Monthsa

Not any 12 30
$1 - $25 64 66
$26 - $50 12 4
$51 and over 12

100 100

a p<.05 (Significant at ,05 level)

(Not significant at .05 level)
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